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qhrfta wfEPtfTfrtff (tfa Trait tggr qfr girt srrcV fan sn**! sftr sifsrtj^^ 

Orders and Notifications issued by Central Authorities (other than the Administrations of Union Territories) 


Pill’S *1 siRYnr 
trr^r 

?rf fcwft, 7 2000 

*rr. tr. 49 .—*rw:frrefan- ?rr4tq ifttsir w | ?t>?w % stottr f^ra’Nnr 1998 4t 

4V% qft ^TK'nV % rf* ( 2 ) 4 faqJ^T-sRS % §trr | RFq ( 3 ) Jr fafafcR f^f^r 

^nrr ?r«r4f, stfafrfaR srfefew, 1951 cm ct4k ^ frpptf sra mfe^r gn4V 

% RFR ( 4)4 m ?TT% srpff Jf^T ^rftlcT 3 TfT | ; 

afk jr: ?r«rfsi 4 f Jf snJr qr 4 Y ^rt swiwrt % fat» sptf 

^ fon | afar faq'pR strPt nf *pttsir |) w t ft s^r stwrt % qvTf qqfer 

qTR^qTnrra'tfacq-^l; 

?r; m, ?tpvr ^ ?rfgfmr skt 1 o-qr % 4 4r% ¥t *rR4V % rfh ( 3 ) Jr 

fcfaftw «rfar4t qft 4^ ^ fast 4V *tr % fatft ttr qvtfasiR ?t*it srwt ftraR qfftq? %■ 

=^% rt% 4k ^ % fat? ^ srrkrr 4) Rite Jr tfk qq 4) qrRRfe £ fatJ ftrffcr 4Yfa?r | ; 
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%. 4 . tsa 

** . S . 3tk TIE 

ftafaq- 5T?% TT% SpKT*ff W TW 
sftTTjTT 


1 2 

3 

4 

i. 12-sprah 3^0 

sftsrra ?rt5r, 

h . 22 , frrf % w, 

TTgAftT nfi ahWtr— 1 6 

aqqf ^ <rrfg^ ^ 

Jr i 

2 . —— 

f5TTTgTaTH a TT, 

A . 2, ini?, sr^qnw, 

qte, aWfc— 3 0 

—— 

3. —— 

41. t>5T . ’4Yhr4Tff, 

'TT^piT, 'fte, 

a 4 Air——43 

—— 



[*?. 76/4tR?.-at. tT./98] 


«na tpt, 


ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th April, 2000 

O.N. 49.—Whereas, the Election Commission 
is satisfied ! hat the contesting candidates specifieJTn 
column ("3) of the Table below of the General Elec¬ 
tion to the House of the People, 1998 from the 
Constituency specified in column (2) against his|her 
name has failed to lodge an account of his|her elec¬ 
tion expenses as shown in column (4) of the said 
Table, as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder. 


And whereas, the said candidates have not fur¬ 
nished any reason or expiana'ion lor the said failure 
even after due notice and the Election Commission 
is satisfied that hejshe has no good reason or justifi¬ 
cation for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (3) of the Table 
below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for 
being, a member of either House of the Parliament 
or the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of 
Sta f es for a period of 3 years from the date of this 
order. 


TABLE 

SI. No. & Name of the Name of the contesting candidates Reason for disqualification 

No. Parliamentary Constituency 


12 3 4 


1. 12-Bangalore North Shri Babu Abel, Failed to lodge the account of 

No. 22, Near Kumaran’s High School, election of expenses. 
Ramamurthynagar, 

Bangalore-16. 

2. -do- Shri Shivachannabasappa, -do- 

No. 2, Kolandappa Garden, 

Anepalya, Audugodi Post, 

Bangalore-30. 

3 . -do- Shri B.N. Srinivas, -do- 

Babu Sab Palya, Banasavadi Post, 

Bangalore-43. 


i ^ 


[No. 76/KT-HP/98] 
By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 



[»n»r H~3(iii)j 


*TTOT¥TTTSTW:20, 2000/tmW 30, 1922 


127 


srr^ur 

nf ffafa, 7 srfa, 2000 

srr. ?r. so:.—Rep fadfad srrfar rr ggraM §1 rrt | far fa% fa gnfa % rh^? (2) Jr gqr 
ffarfa*: Jr ft» faTgdT %gramr ffatfaR 1998 % faq fa (2) Jr fafafa^: fRqfaR-sfia 

% |?rr | *cF*f (3) Jr ng% npfa fafafare faqfaR nfa Rrar scJ^r tmfa, nfa fafaRfaeR sTfaffarir, 
1951 <r«rr crfar RRTt> ^ farfa ittt sfafaer ^r gmfa % nFd (4) Jr w atffar ?nfa fR3fag «rfa 4R 
Jnar anfan Rtfa Jr snrw tfr ^ ; 

far rr: snRifafa J'gsg^ g^nrT ffa faf rt fa ^rt sraRngr % faq faf rr-ft mm ppfa- 

! Rmr R|f fan | far faqfag ?nfaR rr r^ gRranr ffr rrt | fa sr% <ng srr nHRWRT #r farq. faf RRfar 

rtpr jtt ?RTfafa?R Rfa | ; 

srt: m, faRfar snfar rj^cT nfufaRR fa am 10 —*; % ndem Jr fafa fanrrfa (3) if 

faqfaKj sirfapit fa faa: % fofa fa hrr % Rr fafa tfr fa fatnR ?nn ?trrt fam fama % ^Jr 
srfa fax ^ ffa> ^g snfar fa RRfa Jr far rr fa RRwrafg ^ fan fad%r farfacr rrtt |:— 

PTTfa 


RRTR 

fagfa?r-£a^wti. fax rtr 

faqfag nfa rtJt spprrT rr rpr 
faRRRT 

fa^tn rr ^rmr 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

21—ffajR 

fa dfaft:, 

fa^fag ®Epff rr Jrar qTfan Jf 



4—2357,l^mrt»RR fa., 

fat^T rp^r r farnr, 

5WR?r 1 

2. 

24— fW'W 

fa fa. qg. tsprfaTKmdRTT, 

4-16, Rifa wr, drsifaJm 1 

—Rfa— 

3. 

—r^V— 

fa fan 

gmnRrfa (fa? ), ^Rfafa 1 


4. 

—Rfr— 

faqg. RfanniaR, 
4Tt-*fl'«flfaV?fa^2ZT (9R? ), 

( b. ) 

—qfa— 

5- 

25—STRTJT 

fa fafar T , 

2 8/7 3, fan pfte, fa?5 JRH, 

— 5 








[p . 76/ m. q .-fa. H./98] 


nfarr Jr, 
arra n*r, gfag 


ORDER 


New Delhi, the 7th April, 2000 

O.N. 50.—Whereas, the Election Commission 
is satisfied that the contesting candidates specified in 
V column (3) of the 3 able below of the General Elec- 
tion to the House of the People, 1998 from the 
Constituency specified in column (2) against his|her 
name has failed, to lodge an. account of his|her elec¬ 
tion expenses as shown in column (4) of the said 
Table, as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder. 


And whereas, the said candidates have not fur¬ 
nished any reason or explana'ion for the said fadure 
even after due notice and die Election Commission 
is satisfied that heishe has no good reason or justifi¬ 
cation for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the 
said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (3) of the Table 
below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for 
being, a member of either House of the Parliament 
or the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of 
States for a period of 3 vears from the date of this 
order. ‘ 
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TABLE 


SI. No. & Name of the 

No. Parliamentary Constituency 

Name of the contesting candidates 

Reason for disqualification 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. 21-Chittoor 

Shri Manohar, 

4-2357, Iruvaram Village & Post, 
Chittoor Mandal & District, 

Failed to lodge the account of 
election of expenses 

2. 24-Hindupur 

Shri B.N. Adinarayana Gupta, 

4-16, Gandhi Bazaar, 

Madakasira. 

-do- 

3. -do- 

Shri Boya Narasimhulu, 

Maravapalli (Post), 

Penukonda, 

-do- 

4. do- 

Shri S. Raja Sekhar, 

Ammavaripalli Guttur (Post), 
Peijpkonda (M), 

-do- 

5. 25-Anantapur 

Shri Adil Basha, 

28/73, Bora Street, Old Town, 
Anantapur. 

-do- 


[No. 76/AP-HP/98] 
By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 


fcrFft, 8 2000 

srr.srr. si.—fTOYro ?rpfar to tY tot | fa afaroR ?Y % gramr frofro 99 «tY 

(2) b fafafa^ frofro ^ p | Fmt (3) r ^r% ptr 3 faifro ^ smpff, pfa 

sfafaftro srfafTOT, 1 95 1 tot tor m, from gm TOfTO sro proriY % (4) p tot gfro srrofrofro 

s toY to fasiT trrfa^r to?Y b tottot 

3}Yt 'd'W TOqfTOf <T gTO?> ^(TOT fat TO Y TO t3TO TOfTiTOT % fat qT eft TOf ^R°T TOTO PT^ifaTO 
^ fan | 3tfa fagfro toi>t to totsto |Y tot | fa to% qro tto jotto % ftro ^Yf qqfar tow m 
i^rratfaw "T^f fY, 

to: to frofar TOt'Pr 3 to nfafaro ^Y am 10—w? % tottw p YY 3 ¥Y pmfY % ftto (3)*pfafafae 

sirfafar q;Y *fa? % froiY nT pro % ft fariY Tiro tY faarr pro sttoi faro qfrog % ^ TOFr3tYt;|YY 

% faq ipr toft qY nRtg % <ffa to # TOtrofa % far? fap%r ^fYfaar qt <m | 1 

trrwY 


RTW 

fagfro toh grfa TOrof 

to tor tot 

fTO^TO TO TO Oi 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. 8—fawaST 

* -o 

q*r. 

TOrf tfY Yro grfasr ?^Y faro tot 


'TTOTTO'TTOTO hNf 31 k 9Y . 



TcT^TOriTOTf di^TT 



[p. 76/ar. srr.-Hfa. P./ 99 ] 


TO^9T%, 

tpt, pfro 


'i 


/ 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2000 

■r * 

O.N. 51.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that the contesting candidate specified in column (3) 
of the Table below at the General Election to Lok Sabha, 1999 from Tamil Nadu held from the constituency speci¬ 
fied in column (2) against his name has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as mentioned in column (4) 
of the said Table, as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidate has either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice to him and the Election Commission is satisfied that he has no good reason or justification for the 
said failure; 

! Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 

person specified in column (3) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of 
either House of the Parliament or Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years from 
the date of this order. 

7- TABLE 


S. No. & Name of Parliamentary Name & Address of the Contesting Reason for disqualification 

No. Constituency Candidate 


1. 8-Tirupattur M. Amanullah, Accounts not lodged at all. 

Nallavanpallyam 
Village & Post 
Tiruvannamalai Taluk 


[No. 76/TN-HP/99] 
By Order, 

.-A. BABU RAM, Secy. 


*rrft?r 

at 8 iff, 2000 

arr. 3 T. 52.—to: fftftrro arrfttf to touto ^ to | ft ftwr tow ft ftto tot % ft refcre ftfftft 

3 ft fttft ftt TOTftt ft WTO ( 2 ) ft' MftfTOf fftftTOT-ftTO ft fTO WTO (3) ft TOft WTO fftfftfTOf frotTO 
qro toto aero ftftt srfftfafsrw atfafftror, 1951 tot dtro topt to fftirftt stto TOfaw gw 

WTOt ft WTO ( 4 ) ft TOT ffTO ^TO (toTto wftt TO ftTO TOfftiTO TOft ft 3 TTOW TfT 

fttT TO: fTO Si'toFto! ft TOft ft TOTO ftt TOTOF ^TOV fftft TOft TO ftt fTO afTOTOTTO ft fftft fttf 

toto swto gftt faro | fttr frotro anftta ftt to? totpto ftt tot ft fft ggft tw gw *t?rwto 

ft frofttt wtw toto to wprtfror aftf ft, 

to: to frofro srrftftT gro stfsrfftror ftt arro 10 —to ft toto»t ft fttt fttwroft ft ww ( 4 ) ft 
firfftlft gg wfwftt ftt TTTO ft fftftt ftt TOf ft TO fftftt TOW ftt fftaFT TOT 3 TTOT fftaFT ffftro ft TOW 

3 nft fttr ftrft ft fro fa arrftr ftt grftf ft ftta to ftt TOarofa ft fro fftrffta fttfro tow ft1 

aroftt 


^.ft. fTOtro^aftt^.ft. ftkaw 


fftftfTO TO ft TOft 3TWftf fftff TO TO TOTOT 

TO TOTO fttf TOT 


V- _ 

7—TOTOTO 


ftt ftt.ft. TOTOT, 
TOftWror TOtTOTfT 
TOTOTOft (ft) 
fTO'678510 


1. 


fttf ftt arftf 

fTOTT 
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1 

2 

3 


4 ' 

2. 

8—StterPTMTJT 3T.3TT. 

q'jTresqreTf 

ST3«r q-Tetflf <**?('?>. ) 
3v5J3T-683106 

fonrr i 


3. 

11— 

sff '»fW 'Tlfe'Ni'J 

199 1 



4. 

1 2——rjq | e T 

«ft STThTT sfFPfi 

'Tt. 

THTFJTST 

-Tfr- 



[#. 76 /%T«r-TT.?T./ 99 ] 

3fl%?T 
314 TPT, 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2000 

O.N. 52.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified in 
column (3) of the Table below at the Election to the Lok Sabha, 1999 from Kerala Parliamentary Constituency 
held from the constituency specified in column (2) against his name has failed to lodge an account of his election 
expenses as mentioned in column (4) of the said Table, as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
and the Rules made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failures 
even after due notice to each of them and the Election Commission is satisfied that they have no good reason or justi¬ 
fication for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of Section 10A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
persons specified in colum (3) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as and for being, a member of 
either House of the Parliament or Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 years 
from the date of this order. 

TABLE 

No. & Name of Parliamentary Name & Address of the Contesting Reason for disqualification 

Constituency Candidate 

2 3 4 

7- Palghat Shri T.K. Rajan Accounts not lodged at all 

Thalippadam, 

Karimpara, 

Kayaradi (PO) 

PIN : 678510 

8- Ottapalam (SC) Shri P.M. Velayudhan -do- 

Penattupadam, 

South Vazhakkulam (PO) 

Aluva-683106 

11-Ernakulam Shri Jose Padickkal Padickal, -do- 

199, Kumbalanghi 
Cochin-7. 

4. 12-Muvattupuzha Shri Thomas Joseph Nedumkunnel -do- 

Idiyanal P.O. 

Ramapuram. 

_ [No 76/KL-HP/99] 

By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 


S. 

No 

r 

77 


2 . 


3. 


r 

j ; 


i 
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srtfcwft, 8'*rt, 2000 

an. 3T 53-—^rqfo, *rrer foqfqq smfPr qr whtu r^r ft w | fo »ft? q? HKWt % (2) ? 

qqrfo fofora ’ 19 9 9 ? f? =T “PTiffo TT^T ? vffo *PTT % ^1 IsJ I < u l foqfa'T % for? ^ft ^cT^T ( 3) 

if mreft fofafosr fan |, v ^*{4)* t?*fo *mfo foforfoe foqfopr ar?% qfor ap*r«ff, *ffo 

sr fo - fofo rer srfsrPrqTT, 1951 er«rr a^r ^rnf q? fomf arm ^ 

firefop r ®wf qrr ^rar TTfan qtr? n 3RnwT tfi |; 

?ftT arq fo , ; 3 3 Rr srwrFqfof ? ttFqqt fo? ^n? tt <ft sqq aru^dr % for? *n eft ^tf *iki <°i swqi 
wffogn far^ri | 4 T sttt far? ’r? srw^fii tt qfo q?f f, fo-qi< qrrir % Ttrqicr foq'NH srfofor 
^>T JTf flTrra’PT ft mn | fo ^rfo Tra - tTW SPtlid'ci I % for? 4?f wql'-d 1 3*1 Gl 4TT ^TfotfocJr ; Tft 

app, 3 R, foqfavr 3rr?fo sqq arTyTHW q? aro io-t $ arsj«< g i ? f ft? q? src®ft % i Ri Ti T (4) ? 
foforfote an ' fajf r q? sforc % font % 4T font Ti^n/nn TT^r-nn q? foam am nnm foamafom 
% n^nr ^t nfo nfo ffo% for? ?n nfon q? Trcfor ?Tfoq? ^trnnmfa % for? "v-kski forffn ntfom 
nrTcrr I I 


SRoft 



foqfopl 

xfkTPT 

frqfopT 5T?? 41% srwpff 
qrr tpt srk Terr 


qnr?r. foqfopr tt fortyr 

for^tn 4tr qtrtyr 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. frcrffoTTttq'if 

rifo?PTr%for??naTtyr 
foptfopT, 1999 

6 - 3 P 3 T 

sft ?q*sT qr*TtT, 

W. T. tfo- 1298 , 

#'. 6 , TPPPtPn;, 

foqfowr r &pfi w 

Ttferf ^ ? 3 TtPB^T 

^ 1 

2. -Tft- 

-sfr- 

sift fo^pi ftny, 
tpfjfor?. 312 , Tfspsfr, 
31 TJT (vflFq ^ <t)Sf*ris) 



[n. 76/mmn^5afo-mt.n./99( 1 )] 

3n%n ?, 
%. arm. 5mm, nfom 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 8th May, 2000 

O.N. 53.—Whereas, the Election Commission 
of India is satisfied that the contesting candidates 
specified in column (4) of the Table below at the 
General Election to the Lok Sabha held m September! 
October, 1999 in the State of Jammu and Kashmir, 
as specified in column (2) and held from consti¬ 
tuency correspondingly specified in column (3) 
against their names have failed to lodge any account 
of their election expenses, as shown in column (5) 
of the Table, as required by the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made there¬ 
under; . „ ; . 1 


And whereas, the said candidates have either not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice or the Election Com¬ 
mission, after considering the representation made 
by them, if any, is satisfied that they have no good 
reason or justification for the said failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10-A of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby dec¬ 
lares the person specified in column (4) of tBe 
Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, 
and for being, a member of either House of Parlia¬ 
ment or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative 
Council of a State 1 Union Territory for a period of 
three years from the date of this order, 
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TABLE 


SI. Particulars of election 

No. and Name of Name and address of contesting 

Reason for disqualification 

No. 

Constituency 

candidate 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to the 

6-Jammu 

Shri Devinder Kumar, 

Failure to lodge any accounts 

Lok Sabha held in 1999 in 


H.No. F-1298, 

of election expenses 

the state of Jammu and 


Sector-6, 


Kashmir. 


Nanak Nagar, Jammu 
(Jammu & Kashmir) 

] 

2. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Vijay Kumar, 

H.No. 312, Nai Basti, 

-do- 



Jammu (Satwari), 

(Jammu & Kashmir) 



[No. 76/J&K-HP/99(l)] 
By Order, 
K.R. PRASAD, Secy. 


23 2000 

w.sr. 54 .—hr srfcrPrfg?^ srfsrftm 1951 

(1951 4.3) srra 106 % ^*ru>r Jf 

H.d^SM'^T 3 3-4) UIRTC ITBc[Yr % 

sft* ^1% f^rcr «ft Tnr^wr ^pfirowrw <nft*r % 

*4 ^fr ^ 4F=ft «fr stmetw ijpr 
rrdHId"{Id STITT 1 9 98 f«KW*T 

^ 7 *r rwf ^vxm, 3 t\t 7 trk 

% rJTTm 12 1999 % faufa 

SEFTfilRT ffiTTI | I 

(f^rufir srfa^PTT %• 3 tirft «mr 11 ) 

[4. 8 2/rt^T-5ft.®r./7/98) 3ft'UTT4T<4] 

tft. STTT. 

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2000 

ON 54._In pursuance of Section 106 of the Representa¬ 

tion of the People Act, 1951 <43 of 1951), the Election Com¬ 
mission hereby publishes the judgement dated 12th October, 
1999 of the High Court of Judicature at Mumbai, Aurangabad 
Bench in Election Petition No. 7 of 1993 filed by Shri 
Ambadas S/o Eknathrao Danve challenging the election of 
Shri Ramkrushna S/o Jagannath Patil to the Lok Sabha from 
33-Aurangabad Parliamentary Constituency. 


Shri N. J. Pahune—Patil. Advocate for the respondent 

CORAM : R. G. DESHPANDE, J. 

DATED : 12th October, 1999. 

PER COURT: 

Shri N. J. Pahune—Patil, l.earned Counsel for the res¬ 
pondent present. The petitioner is absent. No one is appear¬ 
ing on behalf of the petitioner. J**? 

2. By order (fated 23th September, 1999 Shri S. M. Godsay, 
Advocate representing the petitioner was discharged from the 
case for the reasons as are made clear in the previous orders. 
However on 23-9-1999 this Court specifically passed the order 
directing the office of the High Court to issue notice to the 
petitioner informing him that the matter would be heard , 
on 1,1-19-1999 at 2.15 p.m. and the hearing was fixed on I 
Exh. 10 i.e. as regards preliminary objections. By the said * 
notice, it was specifically directed! to be informed to the , 
petitioner that if on the fixed dated i.e. 11-10-1999. the ! 
petitioner fails to attend the Court ancf if he fails to make any - 
other alternate arrangement for appearance on his behalf, 
the Court will pass neces'ary and appropriate orders as 
regards disposal of the petition. 

3. This matter was listed yesterday i.e. 11-10-1999 before 
this Court and it was called out twice to find out whether' 
the petitioner was present or not. However, the petitioner 
was not present. Shri N. J. Pahune Patil for the respondent- 
sole was present. The matter was, therefore, again adjourned! 
for a day so as to find out if the petitioner would appear 
in the Court at least during the working hours of the Court 
on that day. However, till the end of the Court hours, 
neither the petitioner appeared before the Court nor anyone 
did appear on his behalf. The matter was therefore, shunted 
and is now, fixed today. Even today also neither the peti¬ 
tioner nor any one is present on his behalf. Shri J. Pahune 
Patil, as observed above, is present for the respondent. 


TN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF BOMBAY 
BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 7 OF 1998 

Ambadas Eknathrao Danve. Petitioner. 

VERSUS 


4. The present petition relates to the Lok Sabha election 
held on 28-2-1998 pertaining to Lok Sabha Constituency No. 
33, Auraneabad Parliamentary Constituency in Marathwada 1 
region of State of Maharashtra. 

I 

5 Along with very many challenges, the point of comipt 
practices is also involved in the present petition. 


Ramkrushna lagannath Patil. 
Petitioner: Absent, 


Respondent. 6. The petition is specifically listed today for hearing on 

Exh. 10 as regards preliminary issues. Since the matter i» 
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fixed for hearing on preliminary issues on Exh. 10 and since 
no one is appearing on behalf of the petitioner, this Court has 
no other alternative than to dismiss the petition in default i.e. 
f t , r want of prosecution, :n accoidance with provisions of 
Order 9 Rule 8 of the Civil Procedure Code. 

7. It is made clear that initially Shri S. M. Godsay. Adv. 
did appear in the matter on behalf of the petitioner. However, 
ia view of his application and the notice he had given to 
his client he was allowed to withdraw his power. 

8. In pursuance of the order dated 23rd September, 1999 
a notice was issued to the petitioner by the Registrary of this 
Court on 1-10-1999 which reached to the District Court on 
4-10-1999 and! in pursuance of the same, necessary notice 
wa« served on the petitioner on 7-10-1999. The Bailiff Re¬ 
port in support of the proper service is on the record which 
clearly shows the service of the notice on the petitioner, 
whereby he was informed about the date i.e. 11-10-1999. The 
notice is also served in the presence of one witness i.e. Shri 
fevidas Danve whose signature is also seen on the office copy 
of the notice in proof of service. The Bailiff Report is also 
c . ii in every respect and this Court has no hesitation in 
holding that the notice was properly served on the petitioner, 
in view of til's petition stands dismissed for want of 
prosecution. 

9. Since the petition is being dismissed for want of prose¬ 
cution, it would be necessary to make necessary orders as 
re cards the amount which is deposited by the petitioner in 
tVs Corn*. It is hereby directed that the amount of Rs. 2000 
wh : ch is deposited by the petitioner in this Court, shall be 
paid to the counsel for the respondent. After deducting 
ne' , '’SMiry expenses that would be required by the office for 
publication of the notice in the Government Gazette. 

10. The Registry of the High Court of Bombay, Bench 
tit Aurangabad, shall take steps immediately in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 103 of the Representation of 
rhe People Act, 1951. 


Moreshwar challenging the election of Shri Pradeep Shiv- 
narayan Jaiswal to the Lok Sabha from 33-Aurangabad 
Parliamentary Constituency. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF BOMBAY 
BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

Election Petition No. 6 of 1996 

Moreshwar, 

S/o Dinanath Save. 

Age 66 years, 

Ooc. Business and Social Work, 

R/o Anjali Complex No. 1, 

Khadkeshwar, 

Aurangabad. . .. Petitioners 

Versus 

1. Pradeep Shivnarayan laiswal. 

Aese major. 

Occ. Business. 

R/o Rangar Galli, 

Aurangabad. 

2. Gopal Tukaram Deo, 

(Election Agent of Pradeep S. Jaiswal), 

Aee maior, 

Decimation business. 

R/o Sunari Hanuman Road, 

Aurangabad. ... Respondents 

Shri V. D. Hon. learned Advocate for petitioner. 

Shri R. D. Mane, learned Advocate for respondent 
Nos. 1 and 2. 

Coram: B. B. Vagyani J. 

Dated : 25th June, 1999 

JUDGMENT: 


Dated : 12th October, 1999. 


Sd ./- 

for Dy. Regr. 
[No. 82/MT-HP/7 /98(Auiangabad)] 
By Order, 


Tu« netitioner. respondent No. 1 and 20 others were the 
candidates who had contested the election for the Lok Sabha 
from 33-Auraneabad Parliamentary Constituency. The election 
process had commenced with the notification issued on 19th 
Q f iQQr; The last date for filing nomination was 3rd 

0 f 4 -v-fi 1Q96 TV e'ec'ion programme for 33-Aurangabad. 
Parliamentary Constituency was as under under: 


C. R. BRAHMAM, Secy, 
ferfr, 23 'Tiurct, 2000 

«rr.«r. 55—ufrfrftptr srfafoDi, 1951 

( 1951 W 43) ^ OTTT 106 % SFTITOT 
srPTtrr 33-3frumrrc 

FftWfiT % faTr ! fr 5T?t<T fsTT-TTTP-lur -4W4 T T % 
fosl-UT qft ^ >-fr rt^pc sttt 

^ I\i fwiT T5E sflUTUm? STEPPS 

% 1996 ^ E# ifo 6 R 25 ^FT, 1999 

(frifT srfaiiw % rut if set |) 

[if. 82/E?T-Et. R./6/96(3fh?TT^K)] 

srr^sr fr, 

ifr. *rn. 

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2000 

O.N. 55.—In pursuance of Secuoii 106 of the Rep re 
sentation of the People Act. 1951 (43 ■ f 1951). the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the judgement dated 2i5th June. 
1999 V the High Court of judicature »■ Mumbai, Auranga¬ 
bad Bench in Election Petition No S of 1996 filed by .Shri 
1309 GI/2000=2 


fl) Issuance of Nomination papers : 

27-3-1996 

(2) Last date for acceptance of : 

nomination papers. 

3-4-1996 

(3) Scrutiny and publication of t 

the list of candidates. 

4-4-1996 

(4) Withdrawal and publication : 

of final list of candidates. 

6-4-1996 

13) Allotment <• t symbols. : 

6-4-1996 


4 p.m. 

fO Duration or propaganda. : 

5-5-1996 
upto 5 p.m. 

171 Date of polling : 

7-5-1996 

(S' Date of counting : 

9-5-1996 
from 8 a.m. 
onwards. 

191 Result declared on : 

10-5-1996 


2. The petitioner contested the election as an independent 
candidate with the election symbol “Plough” Respondent 
No t was a cand'date sponsored bv the alliance of Shiv Sena 
Partv a nc ) Bharativa Janata Party fSS-BIPl. l'he 'vmbol of 
respondent No. 1 was “Bow and Arrow” Respondent No. 1 
secured highest number of votes and. therefore, he was dec¬ 
lared elected. 6.97.495 voters exercised their right of franchies. 
19,861 votes were declared invalid. The respondent No. 1 
secured in all 3 01.163 votes and was declared elected by a 
margin of 1,14.579 votes. 

3. The respondents have raised a preliminary objection 
about maintainability of the Flection Petition on the ground 
that it is not in conformity with the Conduct of Election 
Rules 1961. However, the espendents did not press the 
preliminary objection. 
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4. The present petition is being filed challenging the elec¬ 
tion of respondent No, 1 to be void on, the ground of corrupt 
practices indulged into by respondent No. 1. respondent No. 
2 , who is his election agent, and supporters with consent of 
respsondent No. 1 and his election agent, respondent No. 2. 
The petitioner has challenged the election of the respondent 
No. 1 on following grounds: 


1 (I) The respondent No. 1, his agent or any other person, 

with their consent, directly and Indirectly interfered 
or attempted to interfere the free exercise erf 
j electoral right of voters and thereby committed 
1 corrupt practice of undue influence. 


i (II) The respondent No. 1, his agent or any other person, 
with thdr consent, promoted feelings of enmity or 
hatred between different classes of citizens of India 
on the ground of caste and community for the 
furtherance of the prospects of election of respOn- 
J dent No. 1 or for prejudicially affecting the election 

prospects of petitioner and thereby committed corrupt 
practice. 

J (HD The respondent No. 1 or his agent or any other 
I person, with their consent, published statement of 

fact which was false in relation to petitioners per- 
I sonal character or conduct or In relation to his 

candidature or withdrawal With intention to mar 
| hw election prospects and thereby committed Corrupt 

practice. 


and one Shri Jaya Gudge hove not been joined as parties to 
the Election Petition. It Is denied that Guardian Minister 
Shri Chandralant Rhftiro pressurized the voters to vote in 
favour of respondent no, 1, Respondent nos. 1 and 2 have 
further denied tHftt they have any Concern whatsoever with 
the publication o£ Deogirl Tania, Bharat, a Marathi daily 
published from Aurangabad. They have specifically denied 
that they have any concern in. respect cif dcwb item published 
in the issue of Deogiri Tarun Bharat Sated 25-4-1996, It,Is 
oontedned that the Guardian Minister Shri Chandrakant 
Khaire did not use defamatory words k respect of petitioner 
in the Interview. According to them, if Lhere, is any exaggera¬ 
tion of news by the newspapers, the respondents 1 and 2 
cannot be held liable- It is denied by the respondents that 
they have incurred expenses to the tune of Hi. 6,67.000 on 
account of piano charge* for to and fro travel or Shri 
Bal Thakafe. According to them, the expenses requited fat the 
meeting of Shri Bal Thakare have been incurred by the 
Central Election Office of Shiv Sena which 1* situate at 
Mnmbal It is specifically stated that the expenses required 
for printing of handbills, banners, posters and preparation of 
audio and video cassette* have been incurred by the Central 
Eleltion Offide of Shiv Sena situate at Mumbai.' 

6 . In view of the above pleadings of the parties, following* 
issues are framed at Bxh. 21 and 1 have recorded my findings 
against each of the stues. 

ISSUES::' 


1 



(IV) The respondent No. 1, his agent and any other 
person with their consent, hired and procured, on 
payment or otherwise, large number of vehicles for 
free conveyance of voters to and from any polling 
stations provided within constituency and thereby 
committed corrupt practice. 


1. Does petitioner prove that the respondent, no. 1, his 
agent or any other person, with their consent, dnectly/in- 
dlrectly interfered or attempted to interfere the free exercise 
of electoral right of voters and thereby committed corrupt 
practice of undue influence as contemplated under Section 
123(2) of Representation of People Act, 1951 7 


(V) The respondent No. 1 and his agent incurred election 
expenditure k contravention of Section 77(1) and 
(3) and thereby committed corrupt piactice. 

' I'D Respondent No. 1, his agent or any other person 
with their consent,' obtained assistance from 
I Gazetted Officers for the furtherance of the prospects 

of election of responde at No. 1 and thereby com- 
’ I nutted corrupt practice. 

: ITtI) The respondent No. 1 has failed to comply with the 
provisions of the Constitution and Representation 
of People Act, 1951, rules and orders made tbere- 
. under. 

j 5. Respondent nos. 1 and 5 have filed common written 
|8tatement at Fvh. 9. ' ft : S confendefi fn t'-cm that the 
allegations made in the election petition with regard to Cor¬ 
rupt practices are vague; They have further denied that they 
have committed any corrupt practices within the meaning or 
Section 123 of the Representation of People Act, 1951. It is 
specifically contended that the respondent nos, 1 and 2 have 

E ot indulged in any corrupt practice of undue influence They 
ave detutd that they have committed corrupt practice by 
promoting or attempting to promote feelings of enmity and 
paired between different classes of the citizens of India for 
the purpose of election. They have further denied that they 
navi indulged in any corrupt practice bv publication of state- 
tatnt of fact which was false in relation to he personual cha¬ 
racter and conduct of petitioner. They have denied that they 
hired or procured vehicles for free covcyancc of voters within 
the constituency, to and from any polling stations, provided 
within the constituency Th'V hare denied that they have re¬ 
curred Webtion expenditure m contravention of Section 77(1) 
and (3) of tbt Representation of People Act, 1951. They 
have asserted that separate and correct account of expendi¬ 
ture made at the time of election has been submitted to the 
Returning Officer and the Collector, Aurangabad. They have 
| also dehied that the result of the election has been materially 
'affected OH account of non-compliance of the provisions- of 
the Constitution or the provisions of the 'Representation of 
:people Act, 1951, or rules or orders made thereunder They 
TraVe made grievance fhat 'he -i' mtoin rp.ad 1 by petitioner 
in this behalf are vague and necessary particulars are not at 
all given It is denied that iheir consent, by taking 

undue advantage, by direct ( >r -d'-ert interference an ar+ttnapt 
to interfere wnh re- frre 1 * - f r' right-'-fvertere 
was made. Grievance is also made that the three corporators 


NO. 

2. Does petitioner prove that the respondent no. 1, his 
agent or any other person: with their consent, promoted feel- JL 1 
ings of enmity or hatred between different classes of citizens " _ 
of India on ground of caste and community for the further¬ 
ance of the prospectB of the election of respondent no. 1 or 

for prejudicially affecting the election prospects of the peti¬ 
tioner and thereby committed corrupt practice u/s. 123 (3A) 
of Representation of People Act, 19517 

NO. 

3, Does petitioner prove that the respondent no. t, his agent 

or any other person, with their .consent, published statement . a 
of faqt which was false in relation tb nis personal character I 
or conduct or in relation to hUr candidature or withdrawal »- 
with intention “to mark bis election prospects and thereby 
committed corrupt practice under Section 123 (4) of, Rep¬ 
resentation ofthe People Act, 19517 


NO 

y , . 

4. Does petitioner prove that the respondent no. 1, bis agent 
or any other person with their consent hired and procured 

,oit payment or otherwise large number of vehicle^ for free 
conveyance of electors [voters to and from any Polling stations 
provided within constituency and thereby committed corrupt 
practice under section 123(5) of Representation of People 
Act, 19517 : 

NO. 

5, Does petitioner pr° vo that the respondent no. t and 

his agent incurred election expenditure in contravention of 
Section 77(1) and (3) and thereby committed corrupt prac¬ 
tice under Section 123(6) of Representation of the People 
Act, 1951 7 - 


NO. 

6 . Does petitioner prove that the respondent no. 1, hls-i. 
agent or any other person with their consent obtained assist¬ 
ance from gazetted officers for the furtn-runce 0 f the pros¬ 
pects of respondent. no. 1, selection and thereby committed 
• dorrupt pr act,e °' under, section 123(7) of Representation of 
People Act, 1951 7 

NO 
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7. Is petitioner entitled to get declaration that the election 
of respondent no. 1 is void under Section ICO (1) (b), 100 
(1) (d) (ii) and 100 (1) (d) (iv> of Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 ? 

NO. 

8. What relief and order 7” 

The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. The Elec¬ 
tion Petition is liable to be dismissed. 

REASONS : 

9. In this Eleotion Petition the petitioner has levelled serious 
charges of corrupt practices against the respondent no. 1 
and 2. The burden of proving the commission of corrupt 
practice pleaded in the Election Petition is obviously on the 
petitioner and the petitioner has to discharge this burden 
satisfactorily. In discharging the burden of proof, the peti¬ 
tioner cannot depend on preponderance of probabilities. The 
corrupt practice must be established beyond reasonable doubt 
by cogent and satisfactory evidence which is clear and un¬ 
ambiguous. 

10. The petitioner has filed purshis at Exh. 22 and thereby 
informed that he does not want to produce documentary 
evidence and to lead oral evidence in support of the allega¬ 
tions of corrupt practices made in the election peition. Simi¬ 
larly, the respondent nos. 1 and 2 have also filed their 
common Purshis at Exh. 23 and hereby informed that they 
do not want to lead any oral evidence. 

11. The petitioner has made serious allegations against the 
respondents no. 1 and 2 and challenged the election of the 
respondent no. 1, however, the petitioner has no! adduced any 
oral evidence in order to prove correctness of the allegations 
of corrupt practice made against respondent nos. 1 and 2. 
There is absolutely no evidence on record to show that the 
respondents no. 1 and 2 have ind"'er^cl in corrupt practices 
as alleged by the petitioner in file election petition. For want 
of evidence, 1 record negative finding on issue nos. 1 to 8. 
The petitioner has failed to prove any of the allegations 
of corrupt practices made against respondent nos. 1 and 2. 
Efnder the circumstance, the petitioner is not entitled to get 
any relief. 

The Election Petition is liable to be dismissed. In the result, 
1 pass following order. 

ORDER 

The Election Petition is dismissed. 

The parties shall bear their own costs. 

The amount of security deposit of Rs 2,000 be refunded 
to the petitioner or his Advocate. 

The office is directed to inornate the substance of the 
decision to the Election Commission and the speaker of the 
House of Parliament 

The Office is further directed to send to the Election Com¬ 
mission and authenticated copy of the decision of the 
Election Petition. 

B B. VAGYANI, Judge 

Date 25-6-99. 

(No 82 /MT-HP, 6[96 (Aurangabad) ] 
By Order, 
C. R. BRAHMAM, Secy. 

fit ftevft, 23 'HTfirV, 2000 


fiPH/C % 6 SEf3=nr, 1998 % fit 

TTTfef fiTTfiT | 1 

(ffiurTT sifsr^TfiT % 3fMr WET if ®TT | I) 

[fi . 8 2/EfT-fiff / 2/9 8 J 

IT, 

tr. wc. TfaT 

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2000 

O.N. 56.—In pursuance of Section 106 of the Repre¬ 
sentation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951). the Election 
C ommi ssion hereby publishes the judgement dated 6th Octo¬ 
ber, 1998 of the High Court of judicature at Mumbai, Nagpur 
Bench in Election Petition No. 2 of 1998 filed by Shri 
Sachchidanand challenging the election of Shri Prafulla PataL 
to the Lok Sabha from 24-Bhandafa Parliamentary Cons¬ 
tituency. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
BOMBAY : NAGPUR BENCH, NAGPUR 

D. D. No. 5592/99 
Dated the 20lh July, 1999 
Election Petn. No. 2/9R 

PETITIONER : 

Sachichidanand s/o Hiraman Fulekar, 
age 38 years. Agriculturist R/o, 

Kumbhare Nagar, Tumsar, Tehsil Tumsar. 

District Tumsar. 

Versu* 

RESPONDENTS : 

Prafulla son of Manoharbhai Patel, 

Major, r/o Ramnagar. Gondia, Tehsil 
Gondia, District Bhandara & others. 

Copy forwarded with compliments :— 

(1) The Chief Election Commissioner, 
office of the Election Commission, 

Nirwachan Bhawan, New Delhi-110001. 

(2) The Hon’ble Speaker, of Loksabha. 

Parliament House, New Delhi-110001. 

Election Petition U/section 30 of Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 filled by Shri A. B. Choudhary, Advocate 
lor Petitioner praying that this llon’ble Court may kindly be 
declare the Election of Respondent No. 1 to the 12th Lok- 
‘"ablia from 24-Bhandara Parlimentary Constituency as void 
and declare the petitioner as duly elected to the 12th Lok 
Sabha from 24-Bhandara Parliamentary Constituency as valid. 

With an intimation that upon hearing 

S/Shri A. B. Choudary, J. S. Mokadam, Acfv. for 
Petitioner. 

Shri S. V. Manohar, Advocate for R. No. 1. 

Shri P. T. Trivedi. Advocate for R. No. 2. 


WAT. 5 5.—fff TfTf-ifT?T r -7fkffirWT, 1951 
( 195 1 ^ 43) fit TTTT 106 % TfiTTW ^ 

WTBT 24-Wm fiTTfiVtr rnfiMT-aTT ^ 

BW % ffirr ssf) % frfifwT wr’lcfr^r 

fiT#, sttt fif 1998 

fwrfcr 1 ' -sff fipw 2 ir 


Shri Anand Parchure, Advocate for R. No. 12. 

The Court passes following order :—is enclosed here¬ 
with 

CORAM :—KULKARNI, I. (Copy of order is enclosed) 
D'Ued :—6th October, 1998. 

It 's hereby accordingly ordered that the Court’s order 
shaff be carried out and complied. 
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Witness Shri Y. K. Sabharwal, Chief Justice at Bombay, 
aforesaid, this 6th day of October one thousand nine hundred 
and ninety eight. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- 

ASSISTANT REGISTRAR 

Copy to :—• 

(1) Sachichidanand s/o Hiraman Fulekar. 

Agriculturist, r/o Kumbhare Nagar, 

Tumsar, Tahsil Tumsar, District, 

BHANDRA. 

Sd/- 

ASSISTANT REGISTRAR 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY 
NAGPUR BENCH : NAGPUR 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 2 OF 1998 

PETITIONER : 

Sachichidanand son of Hiraman Fulekar, 
aged 38 years, Agriculturist, Resident 
of Kumbhare Nagar Tumsar, Tahsil, 

Tumsar, District Bhandara. 

Versus 

RESPONDENTS : 

1. Prafulla son of Manoliarbhai Patel, 

Major, resident of Rainnagar, Gondii, 

Tahsil Gondia, District Bhandara. 

2. Narayandas son of Durgaprasadji Saraf, 

Major, Shriram Bhawan, rumsar, Tahsil 
Tumsar, District Bhandara. 

3 Madhavrao son of Tulsiram Bante, Major, 
resident of Kanhalgaon, Tahsil Mohadi, 

District Bhandara. 

t. Shri Bhagrata son of Mahadeo Wasnik, Major, 
resident of Garra (Bacheda), Tahsil Tumsar, 
District Bhandara. 

5. Radhesbyam Agrawal, Major, resident of 
Sohanlal Mishra Ward, Gondia, Tahsil 
Gondia, District Bhandara. 

6. Abdul Mujib Khan Abdul Hamid Khan, Major, 
resident of Dr. Pal Chowk. Railtoli, Gondia, 

Tahsil Gondia, District Bhandara. 

7. Maniram Bajirao Chachaney Major, resident 

of Dandegaon, Tahsil Gondia, District Bhandara. 

8. Hemrai Chindhuji Cbachanc. Major at Ghategaon, 
Post Khod'hivni, Tahsil Sadak Arjuni, District 
Bhandara. 

9. Jeevanlal Maroti Dongre, Major resident of Umii, 
Post Dagaon, Tahsil Gondia, District Bhandara. 

10. Gulab son of Tarachand Dhurve, Major, resident of 
Teegaon, Tahsil, Amgaon, District Bhandara. 

11. Vijay Shamrao Bahekar, Major, at Risama, Tahsil 

Amgaon, District Bhandara. 

12. Maheshbhai Babulalbhai Madhwani, Major, resident 
of Revenue Colony, Ganesh Nagar, Gondia, District 
Bhandara. 

13. Budhram Atmaram Meshram, Maior, at Bangaon, 

Post Amgaon, Tahsil Amgaon, District Bhandara. 

14. Deleted as per Court’s order dated 3-8-98 and 
10 8-98. 

15 . Deleted as per Court’s order dated 3-8-98 and 
10-8-98. 

S/Shb A R Chaudhari A l ‘ 4 Mnkadnm, Advocates 
for th>» petitioner. 


Shri S. V. Manohar, Advocate for Respondent No, 1. 

Shri P. T. Trivedi, Advocate for Respondent No. 2. 

Shri Anand Parchure, Advocate for Respondent No. 12. 

CORAM : S. P. KULKARNI, J. 

DATED : 6th October. 1998 
ORAL ORDER BELOW EXH. 53 & 54 

By this petition, the petitioner challenges the election re¬ 
sult in respect of 24th Bhandara Parliamentary Constituency 
on the ground that the respondent no. 1 indulged into certain 
cornipt practices consisting of publication of news item in 
making a false propaganda that the petitioner had made a 
pack with Congress party with reference to the respondent 
no. 1 in consideration of some money, that he also caused 
certain news item to be published in daily ‘Lokraat’ with the 
specific object of prejudicing the prospects of the petitioner 
casting ‘ome aspertions on his personal character and con¬ 
duct, that the respondent no. 1 also indulged in managing 
.publication and distribution of pamphlets to the extent of 
1,00.000 in number which were distributed in the constituency 
in question again casting some aspertions on the personal 
character of the petitioner, that the respondent no. 1 was said 
lo have thus indulged in the corrupt practices of the above 
kind. It adversely affected the results of the election with 
reference to the votes secured by the petitioner as well as the 
respondent no. 1 who was declared elected. 

2. The petitioner personally presented the petition oni 
16-4-199S challenging the eelection results on the said ground 
and seeking a relief of setting aside the said election, ft is 
not necessary to go into the details as regards the contents 
of the petition more than what is stated above for the limi¬ 
ted purpose for which the present controversy raised as a 
preliminary objection is required to be decided. The respon¬ 
dent is said to have secured 3,24,292 votes whereas the 
petitioner secured 10,165 votes. 

3 After the presentation of the petition, as usuai, the office 
made the scrutiny and had raised certain objection'. One of 
that obieUHin was that the copies which accompanied the 
presentation of the petition were not signed as “true copies” 
and while curing this objection after the expiry of period of 
limitation, those copies were said to have been signed for 
the first time as true copie" on 18-4-1998. There is no debate 
b-fp-e ‘he Court as to the expiry of limitation on and for 
17th of April, 1998. After the petition was presented and 
the respondents were served, the respondent no. 1 the retur¬ 
ned candidate and respondent no. 12 preferred to raise preli¬ 
minary objections to the maintainability of the petition vide 
Fxhs. 53 and 54 Ac’ording to these respondent', the peti¬ 
tion is lut by the prcvVous of Section 86 of the Representa¬ 
tion of People Act, bee -use ‘he manner in which it was pre¬ 
sented and its state, as could be seen, is in violation of the 
provi 'ons of that statute and the Rules. To articulate these 
obiec‘'ons. it was stated on behalf of both these respondents 
that firstly, as required by the provisions of Section 81 of the 
Act. the petition was not accompanied by copies signed by 
the petitioner for furnishing them eventually to the respon¬ 
dent- as the true copies. The second contention that was 
made as an objection on behalf of these respondents was 
that s ; nce the petition involved allegations referred to the cor- 
rnnt Tv-actices and though it was not debatable that such a pe¬ 
tition has to be accompanied by an affidavit which is re- 
a"'r“d *o be sworn in by the petitioner as required by Sec¬ 
tion 83 (1) of the Act, the present petition came to be intiated 
without there being such affidavit as required by law. It must 
be stated at this stage that the petition in fact is accompanied 
by an affidav't but the attack is on the form of affidavit, the 
contents whi~h were sworn in by the petitioner and the vio¬ 
lation that was caused to be made of the provision' of Sec¬ 
tion 83 of the Act, Rule 94-A of th»e Rules and Form No. 25 
ns n-e'rribed by the raid Rules. It was contended that in law 
-md-vit wh-vh Ho“s not conform to the provisions of th“ 
Statute, the Rules and the Foun which have a mandatory 
force so far as compliance was concerned, pikes rite very 
nr»*en*' ,t ' 0 T > of ‘he rvtiiinn defective and in ‘he eyes of law 
snnh sflfidavit «'h>Vh is defective affid-wt should not be 'ecog- 
nised ■>< art affidavit as ft has no legal si .mis and is not 
or, ip the rve< ol law and. therefore, in a petition 
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of this hind where an accompanying affidavit has to be con¬ 
sidered as no affidavit at all, there is a violation cf the pro¬ 
visions of Section 83 and eventually it is also a violation of 
the provisions of Section 81 of the Act because a correct 
presentation of the petition as envisaged by Section 81 has 
to be made in the light of the provisions relating to what 
the contents of the petition should be and when they are not 
there, the non-compliance of the provisions of Section 83 of 
the Acl parlake the colour of causing violation to Section 
81 of the Act, also it was then pointed out, as the next 
ground for laising a pieliminary objection that the petition so 
al c o the annexures which accompany the same, are required 
to be verified in the same manner in which pleadings in the 
civil suit are required to be verified. What was contended 
was that although the verification at the foot of the petition 

1 seems to be there, that verification has to be in consonance 
with Section 139 of the C.P.C., inasmuch as the verification 
is to be done before the same authoiities which are empowered 
to have an affidtvit sworn in before them viz. A Magistrate, 
First Class; a Notrv or an Oaths Commissioner. It was, there¬ 
fore, pointed opt that the annexures do rot at all have any 
verification though required by law but then the petition 

i which at the foot seems to include a verification clause was a 
verification not before any of those three prescribed autho¬ 
rities as a result of which the petition also further suffers 
from deficiency in not having vertification as required by 
law. 

4. On behalf of the petitioner it must be said to the cieidt 
of the learned counsel appearing for the petitioner that in 
fairness the position of law as obtainable fiom the provisions 
of the statute and the Rules as also from the authorities of 
the Supreme Court and various High Courts which speak on 
these subjects, he very justifiably preferred not to debate 
ahout those aspects and in my view very rightly and fairly. 
Law with respect to these aspects and such type of deficiencies 
being viewed by the courts in the particular manner is 
almost settled by the decisions of the Courts in interpreting 
the force of the provisions of the Sections 81 read with Scc- 

A bon 83 of the Act, Rule 94 of the Rules and the format 
at Form No. 25. 

5. On facts the scrutiny does not invoke any process of 
judicially deciding any aspects except to describe what the 
state of the record seems to be. Therefore, what is there on 
th* record is there. What is not there, is not there and then 
what seems to be there whether it is in confoimity with the 

1 Rules or not is the only type of scrutiny that is reuqired 
to be done now. 




6. Facts as presented for scrutiny in deciding preliminary 
objectios also do not present any complicated picture. 

7. Taking the point with respect to the verification, as 1 
said before, there is whatever no debate that the Statute ant 
the Rules prescribed that a petition containing averment 5 
while questioning the election of a returned candidate makes 
certain averments, those averments are required to be verified 
m the manner in which the pleadings in the Civil Court are 
verified and there is also no debate with respect to the fact 
that Section 139 C.P.C. does come into play and apply in 
controlling this procedure with respect to verifying the 
pleadings and that the pleadings on behalf of the petitioner 
as hey stand, the same have not been verified before the 
prescribed authorities within the meaning of Section 139 
r r j C V and by th . e P rovision s of order 6 rule 15 of the C.P.C 
Undoubtedly while reading the provisions of Section 81 
read with Section 83 of the Representation of People Act, a 
petition after following the due compliance of those provi- 
stons is the petiiion. which could he stated in law to have 
been a validly presented petition. On facts, therefore 
pttition does suffer from this deficiency. Annexures do no 
have verification of the kind of the pleadings as mentioned 
above. They are the simple annexures in the form of the 
xerox copies of certain documents at the foot of which th- 
petitioner has nut his signature. It may be said that they 
are not the original documents nor signed by the petitioner 
as the true copies of the original documents. Thev bear a 
simple signature of the netitioner at the foot. Incidentally it 
must be mentioned that when the copy of a document is 
filed along with the petition, it must have the sanctity of 
rl ,o. t1e "'""'H' 1 .' documents, or a certified copy, or at it< 
best the certification by the petitioner himself regarding the 
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degree of its authenticity before those copies either call upon 
the respondents to answer the petition, or before the Court 
considers them for any judicial purpose. That does not 
seem to be the position with respect to the present petition. 
Petition and its presentation clearly suffers from this deficiency 
as discussed above. 

8. The next aspect was, about the non-compliance of the 
provisions of Section 81(3) of the Act in not presenting along 
with the petition, copies which could be said to be the true 
copies of the petition for supplying them to the respondents. 
There is no debate as regards the copies not tallying with 
the original petition. There is also no debate about the aspect 
of there being any other typographical errors of deficiencies 
in the copies, but what was pointed out was that the copy 
which should have been signed by the petitioner as the true 
copy for the purpose of serving the same on the respondents, 
that endorsement as regards it being a “True copy" must 
not have been there in the light of the office objections , 
raised. The office objections which were allowed to be 
cured and recognition by the Court as regards the office 
objections having been cured which could be seen from the 
record, is indicative of the fact that on the day of the 
presentation of the petition the accompanying copies did 
not hqv.e the certification by the petitioner that they were the 
true copies of the petition and further this deficiency was 
shown to have been cured on 18-4-1998 as could be seen 
from the office endorsement and the Rozhama of the present 
petition and consequently it was at leasst by one day, beyond 
the period of limitation, that the copies for the first time satis¬ 
fied requirement of they being true copies. In other words 
the copies did not have the status of the true copies any time 
before 18-4-1998 though thereafter, that endorsement seems 
to have been duly done as observed from tho record. The 
material consisting of the-endorsement-of tHe office, the sub¬ 
missions made by the petitioner, the manner in which- these 
office objections came for the consideration hefore-the-Court, 
the directions given by the Court for curing the- deficiencies 
and lastly the end ore and regarding compliance of those 
objections as recorded by the Court in its Roznama clearly 
established that, on the day of the presentation of the petition, 
the copies did not have the certification of they being the 
true copies and this certification can be clearly inferred to 
haye been done on 18-4-1998 or a day beyond that but at 
any rate not before the said 1 day. Obviously the requirement 
regarding the petition which should also be accompanied by 
the copies meant for the respondents, and not only there 
copies must be the copies but they are to be so complete in 
the form as to attract the title of a true copy, is the require¬ 
ment of Section 81(3) of the Act, which again, without any 
controversy a mandatory provision of the law. This deficien¬ 
cy, though however technical, appears to be there and, 
therefore, on facts the Court must conclude that the petition 
was during the period of limitation not accompanied by 
copies which were certified by the petioner to be the-true 
copies of the petition. 

9. This takes the Court to decide the deficiency regarding 
the accompanying ‘affidavit’ to the petition. As I observed 
earlier, the petition in the main contains averments as regards 
the type of corrupt practices mentioned in paras 7 onward 
of the petition. In the main, it does contain averments about 
the acts of the respondent No. 1 regarding the various acti¬ 
vities which are prejudicial to the interest of the petitioner 
in succeeding in the election. If there is to be truth in what 
was alleged, undoubtedly it does amount to a corrupt practice. 
There is again no debate so far as the legal 
position is concerned that such a petition is to be accompanied 
bv an affidavit in particular with respect to the averments 
regarding the corrupt practices alleged in the petition. 

10. Reference to the accompanying affidavit indicates that 
there is an affidavit which was sworn in before a Notary 
that it did have the stamp, the endorsement of the Notary 
and also the seal of the Notary together with, the Notary’s 
designation., Reference to Form No. 25 indicates that an 
affidavit as contemplated by Form No. 25 read with Rule 
94-A of the Eelection Rules has 1o fulfil certain requirements. 
To clearly enumerate them, one mav observe tha the affidavit 
must contain the name of the petitioner. Secondly it must 
state the name of the resoondent whose election is called 
in question. Thirdlv the affidavit has to mention the names 
of corrupt practices which are alleged in the petition viz. The 
broad titles and the categories of the corrupt practices as 
mentioned in the statute to point out the type of corrupt 
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practice or practice* as have been done by the returned 
candidate so as to attract the categories of corrupt practices 
prescribed under the statute. The fourth requirement seems 
to be that there has to be specific mention to the paragraph 
numbers of the petition which referred to such kind of 
corrupt practices. The fifth requirement seems to be that 
having so mentioned the names of corrupt practices, havina 
so mentioned paragraph numbers in relation to the corrupt 
practices of which the particulars come to be mentioned in 
those paragraph numbers, the petitioner has to specificiallv 
state which of the contents of his averments in the petit iot 
were true to ‘his personal knowledge’ and which of the para¬ 
graph numbers in relation to the corrupt practices or the 
particulars of the corrupt practices mentioned in the petition 
were from the information received and believed by him to 
be true. The sixth requirement seems to be that the averments 
come to be made not merely based on the personal knowledge 
but from the Information received by the petitioner and be¬ 
lieved by him to be true, the petitioner seems to have been 
required by the Rules and the Form to specify the ‘sources’ 
of such information. The 7th requirement seems to be that 
the affidavit obviously requires the deponent’s signature, then 
a solemn affirmation as regards the very contents of the affi¬ 
davit itself gnd such affidavit is required to be sworn in 
before the Magistrate/Notary/Oaths Commissioner and lastly 
the official before whom such affidavit comes to be sworn 
in, must put his designation below his signature. These 
broadly seemed to be the requirements of the affidavit. 

11. Reference to the affidavit which accompanies the 
petition Indicates that firstly the name of the respondent 
whose election is called in question is not mentioned. Secondly 
there is no endeavour to name the corrupt practices which 
are mentioned in the petition and as such naming of those 
corrupt practices by the recognised titles do not appear to 
have taken place in swearing that affidavit which is at page 
No. 14 of the petition. Thirdly there is no reference to the 
Schedule of Aimexures in respect of which any mention is 
there in the affidavit. The reason for this seems to be as 
contended by the learned advocate appearing for the res¬ 
pondents No. 1 and 12 that there was a reference to the 
annexures which are mentioned in the petition. Those an- 
nexures were endeavoured to be described by the petitioner 
in his own hand as against the petition containing the very 
true copy of the annexures by itself quoted and having so 
described the ®nexures, making a comment thereon, criticis¬ 
ing the contents of that annexures as regards corrupt practices, 
those annexures came to be appended to the petition without 
there being an affidavit in support of those annexures as 
such. It was pointed out that those annexures, are the one 
which are mentioned as Annexures C, D, E, F and G in 
particular. Having regard to the annexures and the averments 
made in the petition, it is clear that these annexures do not 
have any identical replica of their contents in the petition. 
These annexures do seem to refer to the corrupt practices 
attempted to be mentioned in the petition itself. Reading of 
the contents of the petition by itself is not sufficient to com- 
pletelv understand the nature of the corrupt practices alleged 
and therefore, a person reading and examining the grounds 
and averments of corrupt practices has to go beyond the 
limits of the petition and search through the annexures to 
understand the nature of corrupt practices alleged which a 
respondent is to meet out. When this was so, it was justifiably 
sought to be contended that the annexures so mentioned, the 
pleadings so relied upon those annexures and when the peti¬ 
tion does not contain the very copy of those annexures as the 
part of the petition properly so called, these annexures do 
form an integral part of the petition itself and so far as 
this integral part of the petition was concerned, there is no 
affidavit in support of the same. Indeed factually or legally 
no controversy was rightly raised because the state of petition 
does indicate that for its full communication it intends to 
have a reliance on those annexures for the purpose of ex¬ 
plaining the averments of corrupt practices and the annexures 
having not been either verified or supported by anv affidavit, 
the requirement of Section 310) of the Act or there being 
the mandatory need of corrupt practices averred in an election 
petition being accompanied bv the supporting affidavit seems 
to Wave been clearlv violated. Thus the affidavit which 
accompanies the petition lacks to make a mention to the 
name of the respondent whose election is called in question, 
that it further lacks to mention the names of corrupt practices, 
averred in the netition being clearlv mentioned in the affidavit 
and then the .Schedule or Annexures which formed integral 
part of tile petition so far as rite corrupt practice* was con¬ 


cerned, do not have the status of an averment which is duly 
supported by the affidavit. Lastly there i9 no distinction made 
in verifying facts as to which of the contents of the petition 
were from the personal knowledge and which were from the 
information received by the petitioner. The form that is 
followed for swearing an affidavit was to the following effect: 

“.petitioner herein do hereby take oath and 

state on solemn affirmation that the contents in 

paras....of the above petition are tiue to 

my personal knowledge and believe.' by me tc be 
true and correct. 

I further state that the contents in paras. 

are true to the information received by me from 
newspaper reports as stated in these paras so also 
aTe true to my personal knowledge.” 

Undoubtedly there can be a composite verification of the 
facts contained in the petition. It cannot be ruled out that si 
fact may be within the personal knowledge of a petitioner, 
and for the procedural aspects of proof, it may also furnish 
some clue in some other supporting material to establish the 
same from a fact which is also within the knowledge of a 
petitioner. But here the composite form in which the aver¬ 
ments were sought to be verified in the affidavit and further 
sworn in, do not appear to cleat ly state as to which of them 
are from personal knowledge and which of them are from 
information received by him or whether those paragraph 
numbers qualify both the qualities of they being within the 
personal knowledge as well as even from the information 
received and believed to be true by him. There also does not 
seem to be a separate reference to the sources of information 
from which the information received by the petitioner was 
described and since the sources are also not described. All 
these seemed to be the deficiencies contained in the affidavit 
which deprive that document from holding the character of 
an affidavit in true legal tense. 

12 On facts, from the contentions advanced on behalf of 
the respondents, it was pointed out that paragraph No. 7 of- 
the petition did refer to an averment indicating indulgence 
of the respondent No. 1 in the type of corrupt practices 
mentioned therein. Para 7 totally escapes the procedural 
compliance of either verification or it having a place in an 
accompanying affidavit. Neither para 7 seems to have been 
verified while actually verifying the pleadings nor it seems 
to have any consideration or place in the accompanying affi¬ 
davit and therefore, just as the accompanying annexures 
forming integral part of the petition escaped the procedural 
requirement of an accompanying affidavit entire para 7 of the 
petition totally does not have that procedure followed in 
connection with the averments made therein. It seems un¬ 
fortunate that in enumerating paragraph numbers, it might 
not have attracted the attention of the petitioner in reminding 
lu'm aN>n- th“ need for ’.he inclusion of para 7. though the 
test of iudetng this deficiency on the test of causing any 
prejudice etc. would not be applicable and the technicality* 
of para 7 having not been verified or there being no accom- 
nanvine affidavit in relation to the averments in para 7 will 
have to be considered as a deficiency fatal to the form and 
’he contents of the affidavit and, therefore, eventually it 
having an effect in drawing an inference that so far as the 
provisions of Section 81 of the Act are concerned. Petition 
in this case must be held to 1 ave not been correctly and 
properly presented along with the accompanying affidavit. 
How so ever this aspect may be technical, as it is required 
to be decided on the strength of the relevant provisions of 
the law and the Rules which have been declared to be man¬ 
datory. equitable considerations or the principal of what pre- 
iiid'c‘* c-'n’d b" t^ovr *o have been caused to the respondents. 
a>'e not the factors which can be taken into consideration in 
rteriYPtiir th's aspect. They are inapplicable inexamining these 
deficiencies. " 


13. Thus on facts the Court will have to conclude tha* 
the petition suffers from the defects of affidavit, verification 
of pleadings and there. be : ne no verification of annexures 
and no affidavit in respect of the integral parts of the petition 

well as the entire averments in para 7 of the petition 
having not been dnlv verified or sworn in. 

14. The learned advocate appearing on behalf of the 
respondents 1 and 12 wanted to rely upon the provisions of 
Sections 81, 83 and Section 86 of the Act along with the 
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provisions of Rule 94-A and the form of the affidavit pres¬ 
cribed by the Election Rules. They also wanted to rely upon 
the cases of Dr. Shipra Vs. Shantilal Khoiwal reported in 

A. I.R. 1996 S.C. 1691. Vinod Rrmchandra Ghosalkar Vs. 
Sunit Dattatrav Tatkare reported it 1997 (2) All M.R. 197, 
Kokate Baburao Narsingrao Vs. Munde Gopinathrao 
Pandurang reported in 1997 13) Ail M. R. 184, Saliebrao K. 
Patil Dongaonkar Vs. Ashok R. Patil Dongaonkar reported 
in 1997 (3) All M.R. 665, Balwant H. Uadhav Vs. Narendra 

B. Boreaonkar reported in 1997 (4) All M.R. 199. Anant 
Waman Tare Vs. Abdul Rehman Abdul Guffur Antulay re¬ 
ported in 1997 (1) All M.R. 116, and Jagannath S. Rahane 
Vs. Manisha M. Nimkar reported in 1996 (3) All M.R. 475. 
Since the mandatory nature of these provisions of law and 
the announcements of the Supreme Court and the High 
Courts on the point having not been debated, because of 
their applicability dependent on facts found in the petition, 
the net result to which this Court must reach is that the 
defects which were pointed out on the facts found in this 
order are of the character which under the provisions of 
Section 86 of the Act will have to be considered as fatal 
defects. The authorities thus endeavoured to be relied upon 
do seem applicable and govern the present controversy. The 
petition, therefore, cannot be said to be maintainable because 
of the non-compliance of the provisions of Section 81 read 
with Section 83 of ” the Act, Rules 92 A of the Rules and 
form No. 25 cumulatively. Indeed because of the affidavit 
which contain-' deficiencies of considerable character, the 
affidavit could be said to be almost no affidavit in the eve of 
law as expected by the provisions of Section 83 read with 
Rules and the Form, which assumes character of mandatory 
provisions in order to qualify the valid presentation of peti¬ 
tion under the provisions of Section 81 of the Act. 

15. Since no controversy on facts and law has been raised 
requiring recording of any judicial findings concerning such 
controversy, the facts obtainable from the record and as they 
stand and are seen the uncontroversial position of law ex¬ 
plaining not only the statutory provisions and the Rules, but 
by the decisions which were sought to be relied upon on 
behalf of the respondents, the preliminary objections raised 
vide Exhs. 53 and 54 on behalf of the respondents No. 1 
and 12 will have to be upheld and the petition will have to 
be held as not maintainable wit'nVi the meaning of the pro¬ 
vision of Section 86 of the Act. The petition will have to be 
therefore, dismissed on this technical ground- Main election 
petition is hereby dismissed. 

16- In the result, therefore, the present petition stands dis¬ 
missed in upholding preliminary objections vide Exhs. 53 
and 54 raised to the maintainability of the petition and this 
order of dismissal comes to be passed under Section 86 of 
the Representation, of People Act. Copy of this order be sent 
as required by Section 103 of the Representation of people 
Act. Only two respondents contested this matter. Rest of the 
respondents who have filed the written statement, in parti¬ 
cular respondent No. 2. had no such objection to raise. 
Looking to the nature of the controversy, the question posed 
for any judicial consideration and the technicality involved 
in the petition not ending in deciding the merits of the same, 
there shall be no order as to costs in this petition. The Security 
deposit made on behalf of the petitioner be refunded to the 
petitioner after the expiry of appeal period. 


17. Exhs, 53 and 54 thus stand disposed of accordingly. 


T'T : TT TTH T5RT3 'iftC STTT STfevf 

1998 ffiT faTTTT HH? HUHT 5 H ft*FT 

?TTWT, iftWTTT 'sT^'-fTS % 21 fTRFTT, 

1999 % ftpfcr ^ srirftrcr |i 

(fffiJTT 'arfoiiw % wlr wur h ott | •) 

[#. 82/Rfr-vfto no /5/ 9 s( Hrcmrrc)] 

srrtnr %, 

Ht. HR. HfHH 

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2000 

O.N. 57.—In pursuance of Section 106 of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the judgment dated 21st Sep¬ 
tember, 1999 of the High Court of judicature at Mumbai, 
Aurangabad Bench in Election Petition No. 5 of 1998 filed 
by Shri Anantrao Deshrathe and another challenging the 
election of Shri Ramkrushna S/o Jagannath Patil to the Lok 
Sabha from 33-Aurangabad Parliamentary Constituency. 

rN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF BOMBAY 
BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

ELECTION PETITION NO : 5 OF 1998 

(1) Suhas Anantrao Dashrathe .. Petitioners 

and another 

VERSUS 

The District Election Officer .. Respondents 

for District Aurangabad and others 

Shri P. M. Pnxi and D. P. Baxi learned counsel for 
petitioners; absent. 

Shri R. G. Deo, Adv. for respondent nos. 1 to 3. 

Shn N. J. Pimune Patil, AJv. for respondent no. 4. 

Shri R. D. Mane Adv. respondent no. 5. 

Shri P. G. Gedhamgaonkar, Adv. for respondent no. 12. 

Sbr! N. S. Choudhary. lerrr.ed APP for respondent no. 
13. 

The respondents 6, 8, 9, 10, 11 absent though served. 
The respondent no. 7 party-in-person absent. 

CORAM : R. G. DESITPANDE, J. 
Dated; 21st September, 1999. 


PER COURT: 

This matter is called out twice during he course of the 
o*ay. On the first occasion Shri P. M. Baxi and Shri D. P. 
Baxi, both the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the 
petitioners were atreiit. The matter was therefore shunted 
till 4.00 p.ui. now, at the end of the day at 4.15 pm. the 
matter is again tilled out; however neither the petitioners 
nor their Counsel are present. 


TRUE COPY 
Sd/- 

Assistant Registrar 

[No. 82/MT-HP/2/98(Nagpur)[ 
By order, 

C. R. BRAHMAM, Secy. 

: fecvft, 23 'TTRRt, 2000 
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2. Shri R. G. Deo, the learned counsel for the respondents 

1 to 3 ; Shri N. J. Pahune Paiil for respondent no. 4; Shri 
R. D. Mane for respondent no. 5. Shri P. G. Godhamgacmkar, 
for respondent no. 12 and Shri N. S. Choudhary, learned 
APP for respondent no 13 are present. Respondents 6, 8, 9, 
10 and 11 are absent though served. The respondent no. 7 
party-in-person is absent. His name is called out thrice in 
the corridors. However neither he nor any one on his behalf 
is present. ( 

3. On 28th July, 1999 Shri D. P. Baxi, Adv. made a state¬ 
ment before this Court that his clients wanted to withdraw 
the Election Petition, in view of the dissolution of the Parlia¬ 
ment. However, Mr. Baxi had sought time to file necessary 
application in the matter to that effec*. Taking into consi¬ 
deration the request, the matter was adjourned to 5-8-1999 to 
enable Shri Baxi to file the necessary application. On 
5-8-1999, the matter was called out however, Shri Baxi that 
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time also again sought time to file an application for withdraw¬ 
al of the Election Petition as according to him he could not 
contact his clients. Since none of the parties objected, the 
case was adjourned to 26-8-1999. On 26-8-1999 the matter 
was again called out on that day. Shri Baxi filed an applica¬ 
tion seeking extension of time for filing application for with¬ 
drawal of the present Election Petition. That application is 
at Exh. 27 on the record. For the reasons stated in that 
application the Election Petition was again, adjourned; how¬ 
ever by way of last chance and the matter was directed to 
be placed on 8th September, 1999. On 8th September, 1999 
when the mattei was again called out on that day however 
neither the petitioners nor their Counsel were present. Taking 
into consideration the various chances granted this Court as a 
last chance that too purely in the interest of justice adjourned 
the matter to 9-9-1999 and that too without there being any 
application from the petitioners or their Cocnsel. This time 
also none of the Advocates appearing cn behalf of the res¬ 
pondent did object for the adjournment. On 9-9-1999 when 
the matter was called. Adv. Shri Baxi, for the petitioners 
appeared and he stated that on the previous day i.e. on 
8-9-1999 since he was' Indisposed and all of a sudden lie 
was required to go home even without informing the Court 
and therefore, he could be remain present on 8-9-1999. 
However on 9-9-1999 Shri Baxi filed an application Exh. 28 
and the matter was again adioumed. This is how the case 
has come up today l.e. on 21st September 1999. Today when 
the matter is called out twice on both the occasions neither 
the petitioners nor their Counsel are present. 

3. In fact, the matter was to be heard on Exhs. 14 and 5 
which are the applications filed by the respective respondents 
for deleting their names fiom the array of respondents. 

4. However since the petitioners and their respective Coun¬ 
sel are absent today. This Court has no other alternative now 
than to dismiss the Election Petition for want of prosecution 
on the part of the petitioners. 

5. There is no question of any corrupt practice alleged 
in the present petition. The matter is absence of an appli¬ 
cation for withdrawal of the petition is snpposed to be heard 
cn Exhs. 5 and 14. However neither the petitioners nor 
their Oounsel arc present today and hence the Election shall 
bepaid to the Counsel for the respondent, after deducting 
necessary expenses that would be required by the office for 
publication of the notice in the Government Gazette. 

10, The Registry of the High Court of Bombay. Bench at 
Aurangabad, shall take steps immediately accordance with 
the provisions of Section 103 of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951. 

Dated : 12th October, 1999. 

Sd/- 

tor Dy. Regr. 
fNo. 82/>rr-HP,;98( Aurangabad)] 

By Order, 
C. R. BRAHMAM, Secy. 

Ef 23 'bVarO, 2000 
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New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2000 

O N. 58.—In pursuance of Section 106 of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951, (43 or 1951), the Eieclion 
Commission hereby publishes the judgement dated 23rd June, 
1999 of the High Court of judicature at Mumbai, Auranga¬ 
bad Bench in Election Petition No. 8 of 1998 filed by Shri 
Ashokrao challenging the election of Shri Jaisingrao Gaikw'ad 
to the Lok Sabha from 34-Beed Parliamentary Constituency. 

IN THE HTGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF BOMBAY 
BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

ELECTION PETITION NO : 8 OF 1998 

Shri Ashokrao Shankarrao Patil . , Petitioner. 

VERSUS 

Jaisingiao Gaikwad and others .. Respondents. 

Petitioner absent. 

Shri A. H. Joshi and Shri Bhushaa Kulkami, couse[ lor 
the respondent no. 1; 

Mr. T. B. Bhosale, Adv. for respondent no. 2 absent— 

Mr. J. R. Patil for respondent no. 4 absent. 

Mr. A. M. Kanade, for respondent no, 7. 

Reg. Nos. 3, 5 & 6 served—absent. 

CORAM : R. C. DESHPANDE, J. 

Dated : 23rd June, 1999. 

PER COURT: 

1. This Election Petition relates >o Lck Sabha 34--Seed 

Parliamentary constituency of Maharashtra held on 22nd 
February, 1998, the result of which was declared on 3rd 
March, 1998. j 

2. The petitioner is absent though he \vas alteady served 
with the notice on 10th May, 1999. Today when the matter 
is called out, the uaule of the petitioner was called out speci¬ 
fically three tifnes. However neither the petitioner 
nor anyone on his behalf is presen' Shri A. H. Joshi 
with Shri Bhiishafi Kulkami, counsel lor respondent no. 1 
present, Shri A. M. Kanade, for respondent no. 7 present. 
The respondent no. 2 and his counsel, both ate absent. Shri 
J. R. Patil counsel for respondent no. 4 is absent. 

3. Today the case is fixed foi finalisation of issues and for 
hearing on Exhs. 2*3, 29 and also on preliminary issue if so 
framed. 

4. The matter is also fixed for hearing on Exhs. 39 filed 
by the rspondent no. 1. 

5. He^rd Shri A. H.' Joshi, Advocate for respondent no. I 
and Shri A. M.' Kanade, for resspondent no. 7. The issues are 
framed vide Exh. 40. 

6. Out of the fcsues framed, issue No*, (ij and (ii) are 
framed as preliminary issues on which the matter is to be 
heard today. Issue No. (hi; is a consequential issue to isau* 
Nos. (i) and (ii). Hence the matter is to be heard today on 
issue Nos. (i), (ii) and (iii). 

7. Shri R. C. Karmarkar a fid Shri P. R. Katneshwarkar 
counsel, who appeared for the petitioner initially, were allow¬ 
ed to withdraw the power from the case on 1-4-1999. In view 
of the withdrawal, die matter was adjourned to 10th June, 
1999 and a notice was Issued to the petitioner which he 
received on 10th May, 1999 whereby he was directed to 
remain'present on 10th of June, 1999. 

8 . On 10th of June, 1999, the matter was called out. How¬ 
ever, the petitioner again, remained absent and no one has 
appeared on his behalf. The case was however, adjourned 
for finalisation of issues and further hearing on Exhs. 23, 
29 and 39 and, accordingly, today the issues are finalised, vide 
Exh. 40 issue Nos. (i), (ii) and (hi) are framed to be the 
preliminary issues and as per the earlier order the matter was 
to be heard on preliminary issues today. However, at the time 
of hearing, the petitioner remained absent and hence the 
petition is dismissed in default i.e. for want of prosecution, 
in accordance with order 9 Rule S of the Civil Procedure 
Code. Exh. 39 is allowed. 

9. From the amount of Rs. 2000 (Rupees two thousand) 
deposited by the petitioner in this Court towards cosjt shall be 
paid to the Junior Counsel Shri Bhushan Kulkarni for the 
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respondent no. 1 after deducting necessary expenses that will 
be required by the office to do. 

10. The Registry of tile High Court of Bombay, Bench at 
Aurangabad, shall take steps immediately in accordance with 
the provisions of Section 103 of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951. 

Sd/- 

for Dy. Regr. 

Dated: 23rd June, 1999. 

[No. S2/MT-HP/8/98(Aurangabad)] 

By Order, 

C. R. BRAHMAM, Secy. 

qf fccvfr, 23 9) <4O', 2000 

5TT.?TT.59.—TfdfTftaT^ 1951 

(1951 TT 43) TT SfTTT 106 % 

?r rttt % fair ! rr BTffr ^ HiPdT 

% TT STTvft, «Tf TTFTTTsft JTO TTfW 

qff ht 1996 Tt fffTfRT ST# H. 4 if 

rtTPT PTT , 3fFJri<4TT t3V3Tf$% 22 PtttH<, 1999 
% fffiTT Vf SWlf^R | I 

(ftPTT % 3T^3fI STR if 0TT | I ) 

[T. 82/ffiff-Tf 4- 4/96(3flTTT5TK)] 

?rT^r fr, 

TT. 5TR. TfRT 

New Dellii, the 23rd February, 2000 

O.N. 59.—In pursuance of Section 106 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 

1951), the Election Commission hereby publishes 
the judgment dated 22nd December, 1999 of the High 
Court of judicature at Mumbai, Aurangabad Bench 
in Election Petition No. 4 of 1996 filed by Shri 
Sambhaji challenging the election of Shri Maruti 
Devram alias Dada Path Shelke to the Lok Sabha 
from 39-Ahmednagar Parliamentary Constituency. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF 

BOMBAY BENCH AT AURANGABAD 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 4 OF 1996 
Sambhaji Laxman Dhonde, 
age 38 years Occ-agri, 

R|o Sade, Tq. Rahuri, 

District-Ahmednagar, . . Petitioner 

Versus 

The Returning Officer, 

39, Ahmednagar Parliamentary 
Constituency, Collector 
Office, Ahmednagar; 

Election Commission of India, 

New Delhi through its Chief 
Election Commissioner; i 

Maruti Devram Dada Patil 

Shelke, age Major, 

R|o Khere, Kharjune, Tq. and 
District-Ahmednagar. . . Respondents 

.Shri S. S. Nirkhee, Advocate fo r the Petitioner. 


Shri A. M. Ranade, Govt. Pleader for respondent. 

No. 1. 

Shri S. B. Deshmukh, Advocate for the respon¬ 
dent No. 3. 

CORAM : B. B. VAGYANT, J. 

Date : 22-12-1999 

JUDGMENT : 

1. The petitioner has filed this Election Petition 
under Sec. 89 of the Representation of People Act, 
1951 (hereinafter referred to as the Act of 1951) 
and thereby challenged the election of 39-Ahmed¬ 
nagar Parliamentary Constituency from which the res¬ 
pondent No. 3 was elected. In brief the facts giving 
rise to the present flection petition are as under : 

2. The petitioner is a citizen of India. He is 
permanent resident of village Sade. Tq. Rahuri, Disk 
Ahmednagar. The petitioner claims that he is a 
social worker and tries to solve the problems of 
common man. He decided to contest the Parliamen¬ 
tary election as an independent candidate from 39- 
Ahmednagar constituency in the year 1996. He 
submitted his nomination on 3-4-1996. After scru¬ 
tiny, his nomination was accepted by the Returning 
Officer. A symbol of apple was given to the peti¬ 
tioner. The respondent No. 3 had also contested the 
Parliamentary election from 39-Ahmednagar Consti¬ 
tuency as a candidate of Indian National Congress 
under the leadership of Shri P. V. Narsimha Rao. The 
symbol of Palm was given to the respondent No. 3. 
The election was held on 7-5-1996 and results were 
declared on 10-5-1996. The respondent No. 3 won 
the election. 

3. It is alleged by the petitioner dial there was a 

dispute between members of Indian National Cong¬ 
ress headed by Shri P. V. Narsimha Rao and the 
member of another group headed by Shri Narayan 

Datta Tiwari. The party headed by Shri' Narayan 

Datta Tiwari claimed that the said party was the real 
Congress and symbol of palm should be allotted to 
that party. Similarly party headed by Shri P. V. 

Narsimha Rao also claimed that it was the real 

Congress and claimed 'he Symbol of Palm 
the said dispute was decided by the Election 
Commission of India. It was decided that 
Congress under the leadership ol Shri P. V. 
Narsimha Rao should be known as Indian National 
Congress and the symbol of yaim was allotted to the 
said party. As against this the pi rtv headed by Shri 
Narayan Datta' Tiwari should be known as All India 
Indira Congress. A symbol of wom'n offering flowers 
\yas allotted to the party under the leadership of Shri 
Narayan Datta Tiwari. It is a specific case made out 
by the petitioner in the Election Petition that there 
was direction from the Election Commission of India 
tq the party under the leadership of Shri P. V. 
Narsimha Rao that his party should not use the word 
Congress(I). 

4. Inspite of a specific direction from the Election 
Commission of India, :he respondent No. 3 printed 
hand bills and showed in the said hand bills that he 
was the candidate of Congress (I). The respondent 
No. 3 distributed those hand bills and thereby made 
appeal to the voters to elect him. Because of distri¬ 
bution of hand bills, there was confusion amongst 
thv voters. The voters voted in favour of respondent 


1. 


2 . 

3. 
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No. 3 as a candidate of Congress (I) The respon¬ 
dent No. 3 had Committed breach of the direction 
of the Election Commission of India. Therefore, his 
election is liable to be set aside. 

a 

5.. The respondent No. 1 has filed written statement 
at Exh. 4. It is contained that the election petition 
filed by the petition is not tenable. The material 
points required for election petition are not disclosed 
m the petition. Thus, there is Breach of proviso 2 
to Section 83 of the Act of 1951. Similarly the true 
copy is not signed by the petitioner and therefore, 
there is breach of mendatory provisions of Sec. 81 (3) 
of the Act of 1951. It is further submitted by res¬ 
pondent No. 3 that there was no direction either from 
the Election Commission of India, New Delhi or 
from the Chief Electoral Officer Maharashtra State. 
Mumbai and therefore, using the word Congress (I) 
does not amount to violation of Code of Conduct to 
election. It is prayed that the election petition filed by 
the petitioner be dismissed with costs. 

6. The main contesting respondent No. 3 has filed 
his written statement at Exh. 10. It is contended that 
the petition filed the peitioner is liable to be dis¬ 
missed for non-compliance of the provisions laid 
down under section 81 of the Act of 1951. It is 
further stated that the election petition is not in com¬ 
pliance with the provisions of section 83 of the Act of 
1951 and therefore, it is liable to be dismissed. A 
grievance is made by the respondent No. 3 that the 
everments made in the election petition are extremely 
vague and do not at all disclose the cause of action 
necessary for filing the election petition. The res¬ 
pondent No. 3 has also made a grievance that the peti¬ 
tion does not contain concise statement of material 
facts for the purpose of making out grounds under 
sub-section (1) of section 100 of the Act of 1951 
and therefore the election petition cannot be consi¬ 
dered. 'lhe respondent No. 3 states that the petition 
is liable to be dismissed for non-compliance of the 
provisions laid down under section 100 (1) (d) clause 
(iv) of the Act of 1951. 

7. The respondent No. 3 has raised an objection 
with regard to verification of the petition. As he says 
that the verification of the petition is not in 
accordance with the provisions of the Civil procedure 
Code and, therefore, the petition is liable to be 
dismissed. The respondent No. 3 has further pointed 
out a' defect in the affidavit annexed with the copy 
of the election petition. According to the respondent 
No. 3 the affidavit is not legal, proper and in con¬ 
formity with the provisions laid down under section 
83 (1) (C) of the Act of 1951. The affidavit con¬ 
templated under the provisions of the Act of 1951 
should be in the form No. 25, which is provided by 
Rule No. 94-A of the Conduct of Elections Rules, 
1961. The respondent No. 3 has also challenged 
the maintainability of the election petition on the 
ground of limitation. The respondent No. 3 states 
that the election petition in all respects shows removal 
of objections on 25-7-1996 i.e. after expiry of the 
period of 45 days of limitation. Therefore, the elec¬ 
tion petition is barred by limitation. The respondent 
No. 3 has specifically denied that the party under the 
leadership of Shri F. V. Narsimha Rao was directed 
not to use the word-Congress (I). It is denied that 
the respondent No. 3 has committed breach of Code 
of Conduct. 


8. The respondent No. 3 contends that bye elec¬ 
tion of 39-Ahmednagar South Parliamentary Consti¬ 
tuency had taken place in the year 1994 and at that 
time also, the petitioner had filled in his nomination 
paper and contested the election. The respondent 
No. 3 had also contested he said bye-election and was 
declared elected by securing 1,98,223 votes. The peti¬ 
tioner, at that time, had secured only 2,032 votes. 
The petitioner thus has nursed a serious gredge 
against the respondent No. 3 and therefore, has filed 
this election petition to harass him. The respondent 
No. 3 states that the petition is frivolous and vexa¬ 
tious and, therefore, be is entitled for compensatory 
costs of Rs. 25,000i-. The respondent No. 3 finally 
prays that the election petition filed by the petitioner 
be dismissed with costs. 

9. Neither any allegations are made nor any relief 
is claimed against the respondent No. 2. The res¬ 
pondent No. 2 is not a necessary party. 

10. On the above pleadings of the parties following 
issues are framed at Exh. 26 and the findings re¬ 
corded against each of the issues ate as under : 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

(1) Whether petitioner proves that the 

respondent No. 2 had given specific 
direction to the affect that the partv 
under leadership of Shri P. V. Narsimha 
Rao should nut use the worn 
Congress (I) ? No. 

(2) Whether pe itioner proves ihat the res¬ 
pondent No. 3 deJiverately committed 
breach of above direction issued by 

the respondent No. 2 '! No. 

(3) Whether the petitioner pioves that the 
respondent No. 3 has committed 
violation of Conduct ot Elec'ion Rules? No. 

f4) Whether respondent No. 3 proves that, 
the Election petition is liable to be 
dismissed for non-compliance of 
mandatory provisions laid down under 
sub-sec. (3) Sec. 81 and sub-sec. 

(Die) and sub-sec. (2) of sec. S3 of 
the Representation of People Act, 

1951 ? No. 

(5) Whether Election Petition is within 

limitation ? Yes. 

(6) Whether respondent No. 3 proves that 

the Election Petition is false and fri¬ 
volous to the knowledge of the peti¬ 
tioners ? No. 

If yes, whether respondent No. 3 

is entitled for compensatory costs Does not 
of Rs. 25,000)- ? survive. 

\1) What relief and costs ? As per 

final order. 

11. As to Issues Nos. 1 to 3.—In order to prove 
the averments made in the election petition the petkA 
tioner examined himself at Ext. 39. He has not 
examined any other witness. The petitioner has 
brought on record the orders parsed by the Chief 
Election Commissioner of India The Annexure “A” 
at Exh. 40 is in respect of dispute Case No. 1 of 

1996. It appears that the jurisdiction of the Election 
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Commission was invoked under para No. 15 of the 
election Symbols (Reservation and Allotment) 
order, 1968 for determining the question as to who 
constitutes the Indian National Congress. Initially the 
symbol of Hand reserved for Indian National Congress 
was frosen by Shri T. N. Shesan, Chief Election Com¬ 
missioner of India by order dtd. Il-3~i996. Annexrue 
“R” at Exh. 41 is the decision in Dispute case No. 1 
of 1996 by majority. It appears from Annexure “B” 
that prayer to fr^ne the reserved symbol of Hand of 
Indian National Congress has been rejected by the 
Bench consisting of Shri M. S. Gill, Election Com¬ 
missioner and Shri G. V. G. KiCshna Murthi, Elec¬ 
tion Commissioner. By this majority decision, the 
Indian National Congress is allowed to enjoy its 
rights and privileges as regis'ered and recognised as 
national party. 

12. Besides the above referred to documents the 
petitioner has brought on record the hand bill on 
the basis of which *the present election petition is 
mainly founded. On careful perusal of Annexures A 
and B it is seen that these are no f the certified copies. 
Under the circumstances, no reliance can be placed 
on these two documents. The petitioner has not exa- 
mind the owner of Datta Printing Press in order to 
prove that tire respondent No. 3 got printed the hand 
bills in question. It is also not proved by the petitioner 
that the hand bill which is brought on record was 
obtained by ihe petitioner from the office of Collec¬ 
tor, Ahmednagar. Under the circumstances, the hand 
bill which is brought on record, is not liable to be 
admitted in evidence and cannot be acted upon. 


13. There is absolutely no evidence on record to 
show that the Election Commission of India had 
given specific directions to the party under the 
leadership of Shri P. V. Narsimha Rao that the 
Indian National Congress should not use the word: 
“Congress (1)”. In fact there was no such direction 
from the Election Commission of India. The Retur¬ 
ning Officer i e. respondent No. 1 has thrown suffi¬ 
cient light on this aspect of the matter. Iu para No. 
9 of the writ en statement Exh. 4, the Returning! 
Officer i.e. respondent No. 1 has made it clear that 
the Election Commission of India had not issued any 
direction prohibiting Tie use of word Congress (I), 
From perusal of the testimony of the petitioner, it is 
seen that the present election petition has been 
founded on the information collected by the_ peti¬ 
tioner from the newspaper Sarwamat and no the 
besis of Radio news. It is material to note that the 
petitioner has not taken any pain to produce the 
copy of th» newspaper Saiwamat. The petitioner was 
driven to admit in the cross examination that he did 
not even show the newspaper Sarwamat to his lawyer 
at the time of drafting of the election petition. 


H. On the baris of this type of weak evidence, 
the petitioner is not entitled to get anv relief. The 
petitioner has miserably failed to establish that the 
respondent No. 3 has committed breach of any di¬ 
rection issued by the Election Commission of India. 
The Petitioner has also miserably failed to prove 
that the respondent No. ? has violated Conduct of 
Election Rules. 


15. The learned counsel Shri Deshmukh for res¬ 
pondent No, 3 has rightly pointed out that the present 
petitioner has not made out any ground for the pur¬ 
pose of declaration of election of respondent No. 3 
to be void. For this purpose, he brought to my notice 
section 100 of the Act of 1951. Section 100 of the 
Act speaks of the grounds for declaring the election 
to be void. It js not the case of the petitioner that 
the respondent No. 3 was not qualified or was dis¬ 
qualified. No corrupt practice is alleged against res¬ 
pondent No. 3 or his election agent. The grounds 
set out in the election petition for the purpose of 
declaring election of respondent No. 3 to be void do 
not fall within the ambit of grounds enumerated in 
section 100 of ihe Act of 1951. No case is made out 
for setting aside the election of respondent No. 3. In 
view of this position, Ihe present election petition 
filed by the petitioner is liable to be dismissed, I 
therefore, answer issues Nos. 1 tc 3 in the negative. 

16. As to Issue No. 4.—There is no serious 
challenge on behalf of respondent No. 2 in the matter 
of compliance of mandatory provisions laid down 
under sub-sec. (3) of sec. 81 and sub-section (10(c) 
and (2) of sec. 83 of the Act of 1951. There is sub¬ 
stantial compliance of mandatory provisions referred 
above. Under the circumstances, I answer issue No. 4 
in the negative. 

17. As to Issue No.5.—Admittedly the election 
results were declared on 10-5-1996, The election 
petition has been presented by the petitioner in per¬ 
son before the Additional Registrar of this Court on 
24-6-1996. If the date of declaration of results and 
the date of presentation of the petition before the 
Additional Registrar of this Court arc taken into 
account. It prima facie appears that the election peti¬ 
tion s filed within limitation. Hence, issue No. 5 is 
answered in the affirmative. 


IS. As to Issue No. 6.—The respondent No. 3 has 
not led ar.y oral evidence. On the basis of evidence 
that has been brought on record by the petitioner 
It cannot be said that the election petition is false and 
frivolous. It appears that the pcfilionei was misled 
by the news in the newspaper. Under the circumstan¬ 
ces, I answer issue No. 6 in the negative. 

19. As to Issue No. 7.—The election petition is 
liable to be dismissed and, therefore, the petitioner 
is not entitled to get any relief. In the result I pass 
the following order. 

The Election Petition is dismissed with costs of 
the returned candidate i.e. the respondent No. 3. The 
petitioner is hereby directed to pay Rs. 5000|- to 
the respondent No. 3 by way of costs of this Election 
Petition. The security deposit of Rs. 2,000!- deposited 
by the petitioner is liable to be appropriated towards 
the costs of the Election Petition. The petitioner is, 
therefore, liable to pay remaining costs of 
Ps. 3.000 - to the respondent No. 3. 

20. The office is directed to intimate the substance 
of this decision to the Election Commission of India 
and the Speaker of the House of Parliament The 
office is further directed to send to the Election Com- 
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mission of India an authenticated copy the decision 
of this Election Petition. 

December 22, 1999. Sd[- 

B. B. VAGYANI, J. J. 
Assistant Registrar 
[No. 82jMT-IiP|4|96 (Aurangabad)] 

By Order, 
C. R. BRAHMAM, Secy. 

fcwfr, 16 *rf, 2000 

m.w. 60.—fan? srfaMuci srftjftm, 1950 

( 1950 IT 43) ift OTCT 1315 # (1) 3TTT 

5T?rr irfadfar IT Spfaff TiT% fer, 'frifTT STTfaff 
SlfalT TTTR % 'UWI ^ TcRJRT "fa n;. tnj. mfa 
srrf t> - TTfa) t^r. fofar, ti irt (far 

StTC-73) Tft HT'OTT flfOd +1') 4ft d I Fly 

srpnfar sn%9ff ?w % fan*, -afaRi titt % ett fail ■41 

qnfar % ^ Trfaw | i 

2. fat t[er. first Tifarr btitt % ?rati ?nfr 
q-^ ’t rrr rrr farft itt % qmrr it ci^mb fafa 
fit tt arcr ism in: ifa, far far f um itth: 
^r^tip tfnfa % q^fa arcr m: t| «t i 


3. '■fa trsr. foet P/:T fallen afa'bRT, 3"fpiT 
% ^q; if ^rrf mfa gr Tffarr ttitt % srfattr frrft 
far sttt itt lit? ^fctfaid tttttt Tift qrfar fanw 

fqr dT% TT^r fafairaq- if falter ifa'onr fa 

storT, r<+n it fafar TTrfrrfar ffarr tuwr i 

[fa. 1 5 4 /Tim /200 O-TT. TT1TT] 

3B§trr fa, 

tro rnfo aT, ffa^in? (rm^T) ^ JiaTT Tfari 

New Delhi, the 16th May, 2000 

O.N. 60.—In exercise of the power conferred by sub-sec¬ 
tion (1) of section 13A of the Representation of the People 
Act 1950 (43 of 1950) the Election Commission of India 
in consultation with Government of Orissa hereby nominates 
Shri L. Kindo, IAS (OR-73), as the Chief Electoral Officer 
for the State of Orissa with effect from the date he takes 
over charge and until further orders vice Shri A. S. Sarangi, 
IAS. 

2. Shri L. Kindo shall cease to hold and hand over forth¬ 
with the charge of all or any charges of work under the 
Government of Orissa, which he may be holding before such 
assumption of office. 

3. Shri L. Kindo while functioning as the Chief Electoral 
Officer, Orissa shall not hold any additional charge whatso¬ 
ever under the Government of Orissa except that he should! 
he designated Secretary to the Government in charge of 
Election Department in the State Secretariat. 

[No. 154/OR/2000-P. Admn.] 
By order, 

A. N. IHA, Director (Admn.)-Cum-Principal Secy. 
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